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MEMORANDUM 
*

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Northern District of California

Phyllis J. Hamilton, District Judge, Presiding

Submitted March 8, 2006**  

Before:  CANBY, BEEZER, and KOZINSKI, Circuit Judges.

Federal prisoner Coy Phelps appeals pro se from the district court’s

judgment dismissing his Bivens action alleging that a federal judge, an assistant

United States Attorney, the United States Attorney and two probation officers
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violated his civil rights.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We

review de novo, Mullis v. United States Bankr. Court, 828 F.2d 1385, 1388 (9th

Cir. 1987), and we affirm.  

The district court properly dismissed Phelps’s claims against United States

District Judge Patel as barred by judicial immunity.   See id.

The district court also properly dismissed Phelps’s claims against the United

States Attorney and an assistant United States Attorney as barred by prosecutorial

immunity.  See Imbler v. Pachtman, 424 U.S. 409, 431 (1976).  

Phelps’s claims against the two probation officers are barred by quasi-

judicial immunity.  See Demoran v. Witt, 781 F.2d 155, 157-58 (9th Cir. 1986).  

AFFIRMED.
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